vulnerability of individuals to angling depends on the individual decision to ingest the bait, 23 possibly mediated by their neuroendocrine response towards the associated stimulus. To 24 investigate the mechanisms behind individual vulnerability to angling, we conducted angling 25 experiments in replicated ponds and quantified individual behavioral traits and 26 neuroendocrine stress responsiveness in two salmonid species, rainbow trout and brown trout. 27 We discovered a phenotypic syndrome in rainbow trout, but not in brown trout, where lower 28 serotonergic and dopaminergic brain activity and cortisol levels (i.e., lower stress 29 responsiveness) in response to a standardized experimental stressor were associated with 30 higher activity, forming a proactive phenotype that showed increased vulnerability to angling. 31 Our results show that angling targets the most stress-resilient and active phenotypes of 32 rainbow trout, supporting the suggestion that fishing-induced phenotypic selection may lead 33 to an increased representation of stress-responsive and low-activity phenotypes in harvested 34 populations.
Introduction 41
Natural and human predation often select for different traits, which can lead to divergent 42 or even opposing selection patterns (Carlson et al. 2007 ). For example, while natural 43 predators are usually gape-limited (Godin 1997 remains not well understood (Hollins et al. 2018) . 80 The divergent results found in studies investigating the behavioral drivers for 81 vulnerability to fishing might arise from gear and species-specific differences and be affected 
92
In the present study, we investigated, using a replicated pond system, the selection correlated with DA and activity (Fig. A5) . Overall, the results showed that phenotypic 284 associations were mainly revealed under a context of high and repeated angling intensity and 285 were less evident for fish from the low intensity angling treatment.
286
Vulnerability of fish to angling and phenotypic correlates 287 Results from angling experiment 1 (pond 1 and 3) showed that rainbow trout that were caught 288 first and less likely to remain uncaptured over the course of the experiment had a higher pond 289 activity and a weaker cortisol response (Table 2 , Fig. 5a ), indicating that the most active and 290 stress responsive rainbow trout were relatively more vulnerable to angling. In brown trout, 291 for which catch rates were much lower than for rainbow trout, no such relationship was found 292 (Table 3 , Fig. 5b ). offspring from wild parents captured in the near-by Lake Vättern. The rainbow trout were of a domesticated strain, now bred since 1997 within the hatchery and used exclusively for stocking for angling in Swedish waters.
A2. Angling gear and design
Two commonly used angling techniques were used for the angling experiments; natural shrimp baits and spinnerbait lures, to be representative of angler habits. Natural bait angling was carried out using the shrimp on a barbless hook (size 6), tackled beneath a floater.
Anglers were fishing passively with the shrimp bait by casting it and retrieving it slowly, while lure angling was fished actively using a spinnerbait (Myrans WIPP Yellow/White, 10 g; Sportsystem i Jönköping AB, Huskvarna), which was cast and retrieved at a fast speed.
Despite the fact that angling is considered a generally passive fishing method, in order to discriminate both angling methods in the present study, we refer to lure angling as an active method and to bait angling as a passive angling method. With the exception of these two types of terminal tackles, identical angling equipment was used for all angling experiments For personal use only. This Just-IN manuscript is the accepted manuscript prior to copy editing and page composition. It may differ from the final official version of record.
(Abu Garcia rod: 7 ft, power 10-40 g; braided line: resistance 10 lb; "Impact" haspel spinning reel: size 3000).
Angling experiments were carried out by experienced volunteer anglers, who were instructed to the protocol of the experiments to reduce bias associated to fish handling after capture. Hooked fish were landed with a knotless net and unhooked by fishermen using a plier designed for that specific purpose. Fish were then kept in a holding tank (L×W×D; 90 × 90 × 40 cm) at the side of the pond until returned to their pond at the end of the fishing event.
A fish could thus be captured only once per fishing event, but recaptured at each new event.
Unless conditions required so, handling of fish with bare hands was avoided to limit mucus abrasion. Date, time, pond and PIT-tag number (hand-held PIT tag reader; BTS-ID, Helsingborg, Sweden) were recorded.
In angling experiment 1, angling was practiced in only pond 1 and pond 3 of the four experimental ponds, and consisted of five days of natural bait angling followed by five days of lure angling, with a two days interval without fishing in between (Fig. 1a) . In angling experiment 2, angling was performed in all four ponds with ponds 1 and 3 previously exposed to angling and ponds 2 and 4 containing fish naïve to angling (Fig. 1b) . It consisted of three angling events with simultaneous bait and lure angling to verify the results from the species-specific selectivity of angling technique from experiment 1, while excluding the temporal effect of a successive use of angling technique. To spread out the angling effort evenly, anglers were assigned to defined fishing zones within in each pond. Every tenth minute anglers changed fishing zone and/or angling gear (i.e. artificial lure or natural bait)
according to a randomization schedule to control for bias in fishing skills of anglers, site preference and gear effect. At the end of the two angling experiments, ponds 1 and 3 had For personal use only. This Just-IN manuscript is the accepted manuscript prior to copy editing and page composition. It may differ from the final official version of record.
each received a total fishing effort of 36 hours (high angling intensity treatment) and pond 2 and 4 had received only 6 hours of angling (low angling intensity treatment). 
